Abstract. In this paper we explore the interaction of discourse properties in the syntax of small clauses from a cross-linguistic perspective. In line with Chomsky's (2007 Chomsky's ( , 2008 idea that phasal properties should be extended to all phases, we argue for a strict parallelism between C-T and v-V, suggesting that v enters the derivation with both agreement and discourse features. These features may be inherited by V depending on the relevant language. Building on Miyagawa (2010) and Jim enez-Fern andez (2010), we claim that in Spanish and Greek, in contrast with English, both agreement and discourse features are inherited by V. This strategy accounts for the different order rearrangements detected in small clauses. The proposal can easily be extended to other languages such as Italian, Serbo-Croatian, Russian and Ukrainian, as opposed to French, Norwegian, Afrikaans and German.
Introduction
The goal of this work is to explore the interaction of discourse properties in the syntax of small clauses (SCs, hereafter) from a cross-linguistic perspective. In line with Chomsky's (2007 Chomsky's ( , 2008 idea that phasal properties should be extended to all phases, we will argue for a strict parallelism between C-T and v-V, claiming that v enters the derivation with both agreement and discourse features, φ-features and d-features, respectively. Miyagawa (2005 Miyagawa ( , 2010 and Jim enez-Fern andez (2010) have claimed that languages may be classified according to the type of feature that they highlight in the CP-domain: either φ-features or d-features or both. We assume that giving prominence to one type of feature is crucially related to the possibility of the feature-inheritance mechanism that defines phasal heads. Concerning the CP-system, this leaves us with a threefold typology of languages: those that allow lowering of only φ-features, those permitting only the percolation of d-features, and those that show no preference and require the transmission of both φ-and dfeatures (Jim enez-Fern andez 2010 , 2011 As regards phasal v, languages choose the type of feature to be highlighted and lowered onto V and a parallel behaviour is detected in the v-V system. Our discussion of phasal v will focus on argument small clauses. In this connection, English will only emphasise φ-features, hence requiring a fixed word-order in SCs (see (2) below). Nevertheless, languages such as Spanish and Greek give prominence to both agreement and discourse features by passing them over onto V. This typology can be sketched as follows (partially adapted from Jim enez-Fern andez forthcoming):
(2) Feature Inheritance in v-V system: a. v φ,d ? V φ … (agreement-prominent, e.g. English) b. v φ,d ? V φ,d … (discourse-prominent, agreement-oriented, e.g. Spanish, Greek)
The double nature of the VP-area will justify the rearrangements identified in SCs, 2 which result from a strict information structure pattern [Top -Foc] , as evident from the Spanish and Greek examples in (4-7): 3 (3) English:
a. Q: Who do you consider so clever? A: I consider Susan very clever. b. Q: How do you consider Susan?
A: I consider Susan very clever.
(4) Spanish: Q: ¿A qui en consideras muy lista? to whom consider-PRES.2SG very clever-FEM.SG 'Whom do you consider very clever?' 2 Our work concentrates on the syntax and information structure of argument SCs. However, the same word order alternations hold for non-subcategorized SCs or secondary predicates in languages such as Spanish and Greek. When the secondary predicate modifies the matrix object, either [DP XP] or [XP DP] orders are licit (Demonte 1988 , Demonte & Masullo 1999 ): (i) Spanish a. Juan comi o la carne cruda. Juan eat -PAST.3SG the meat raw b. Juan comi o cruda la carne. Juan eat-PAST.3SG raw the meat 'Juan ate the meat raw.'
(ii) Greek a. o janis eface to kreas omo the John-NOM eat-PAST.3SG the meat NEUT -ACC meat NEUT -ACC b. o janis eface omo to kreas the John-NOM eat-PAST.3SG raw-NEUT.SG.ACC the meat NEUT -ACC Interestingly, the use of one order or the other is crucially dependent on the information structure of the relevant sentence. For instance, if the focus is on the object, the latter is placed after the secondary predicate ([XP DP] order). On the other hand, if the predicate is the focus, it occupies the final position ([DP XP] order). In languages such as English, this is simply not possible because the object cannot be separated from the verb:
(iii) English a. John ate the meat raw. b.*John ate raw the meat.
For more information on secondary predicates, see Gu emann (1990), Mall en (1991), Demonte & Masullo (1999) , among many others. 3 In the paper, italics are used for topics and underlining for information focus (capitals indicate contrastive focus). The symbol # must be understood as non felicitous in the relevant context with the intended discourse reading. Likewise, the symbol * means that the example is strongly unnatural. In addition, the Greek (though not the Spanish) examples are provided with case marked glosses, since morphological case is overt in this language. Both (6A'') and (7A') in Greek, as well as their Spanish counterparts (4A'' and 5A') are non felicitous in the contexts described above. However, the word order they exemplify may become felicitous if the appropriate constituent is identified as focus or topic. Concentrating on Spanish, if (4A'') has an intonation by which the DP Susana receives focus (see the discussion below), the sentence is correct in all aspects, but the AP muy lista is felt to be right dislocated and separated by a pause from the rest of the sentence, or at least de-stressed. 5 As regards Greek, similar discourse-related restrictions hold. The [XP DP] pattern is preferred over the [DP XP] one when asked about the SC subject (6), whereas the contrary holds when asked about the SC predicate (7). (6A'') and (7A') are felicitous answers to (6Q) and (7Q) respectively only if the relevant items (the DP and the XP respectively) are emphatically stressed. 6 5 In Greek, the construction [DP XP] can answer a question about the DP only if the DP is emphatically stressed. In such examples the XP is not separated by pause from the DP, but rather it has the lowering intonation appropriate to the de-accentuation of post-foci material (Revithiadou 2005) . Thus, it is not safe to conclude whether it is a right-dislocated element as it may be in Spanish. Similarly, in the construction [XP DP] with emphasis on XP answering a question about the XP, the XP is not separated by pause from the DP. In fact, it can be separated by a pause only if the DP is clitic doubled, in which case it is clearly a dislocated element. Leaving the SC subject in its original place yields an ungrammatical outcome, even in those varieties, such as Rioplatense Spanish, which are more prolific in the use of clitic doubling (Violeta Demonte, p.c.) . It should be made clear, though, that clitic doubling/dislocation falls outside the scope of this paper, basically because, despite its connection with the structures under study, in order to do justice to the role of clitic doubling in information structure, separate work on this specific topic would be needed. We are mainly interested in the rearrangements of the relevant parts of the SCs (i.e. displacement) without the extra mechanism of clitic doubling/dislocation. For a discussion of the role of clitic left dislocation in information structure see L opez (2009) for Spanish and Anagnostopoulou (1999, 2005) and Androulakis (2001 Androulakis ( , 2010 for Greek.
We propose that these word order differences can be accounted for in a principled way if the behaviour of phasal v in a specific language is parallel to that of C. English will be predicted not to allow for rearrangement in SCs, while Spanish and Greek are expected to permit the opposite option. 7 The permutations identified in such languages are crucially contingent upon the discourse properties of SCs. Binding effects, the distribution of floating quantifier and specificity effects provide us with some arguments in favour of our analysis of SCs, based on the kind of features highlighted in the relevant language. Different interpretations of anaphors will reveal that although the SC subject is generated inside the SC, it moves to a specific position within the matrix VP.
On our analysis of word order, there is a parallelism between the information structure of argument SCs and that of matrix clauses. It is generally acknowledged (Zubizarreta 1998 , Belletti 2004 , L opez 2009 and Alexiadou 1999 , Georgiafentis & Sfakianaki 2004 among many others) that in pro-drop languages final post-verbal subjects occupy a focus position, which distinguishes them from pre-verbal subjects. Similarly, in SCs when the subject is placed in final position it is because it is the focus of the SC.
Argument small clauses: Discourse properties
In this section we examine the relevance of the discourse structure of SCs in the selection of a specific word order, which is based upon the choice of which SC constituent is the topic of the embedded construction. As is well-known, some languages are more flexible than others, allowing for an alternation of [DP XP] and [XP DP], while others show a very rigid [DP XP] order. The rearrangements detected in SCs will just be a consequence of the discourse properties of their members.
Preliminary assumptions
One of the main problems in current research on information structure is that there is a tendency to deal with notions such as topic or focus without an explicit definition. In our work we assume the definition of topic and the classification of topics which Frascarelli & Hinterh€ olzl (2007) put forth and which are further extended by Bianchi & Frascarelli (2010) .
Three types of topics can be identified according to Frascarelli & Hinterh€ olzl (2007:87) :
(8) a. aboutness topic: "what the sentence is about" (Reinhart 1981 , La mbrecht 1994 ; in particular a constituent that is "newly introduc ed, newly changed or newly returned to" (Giv on 1983: 8), a cons tituent which is proposed as "a matter of standing and current in terest or concern" (Strawson 1964 ). b. contrastive topic: an element that induces alternatives which have no impact on the focus value and creates oppositional pairs with respect to other topics (Kuno 1976 (Kuno , B€ uring 1999 . c. familiar topic: a given or accessible (cf. Chafe 1987) constituent, which is typically de-stressed and realized in a pronominal form (Pesetsky 1987) ; when a familiar topic is textually given and D-li nked with a pre-established aboutness topic, it is defined as a co ntinuing topic (cf. Giv on 1983).
Our attention will be primarily focused upon the third type. The familiar topic mingles interface notions such as D-linking and givenness and it is prosodically marked with a low tone. This is exactly the topic that we find in argument small clauses: In the answer the SC subject Mary corresponds to a familiar topic. The information provided by this constituent has been established before in the question. This implies that it is given and D-linked.
As regards the notion of focus, there is a well-grounded line of research (Rizzi 1997 , E. Kiss 1998 , Zubizarreta 1998 , Belletti 2004 
in which a
Feature Inheritance, vP Phases and the Information Structure of Small Clauses 7   1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45 distinction is made between information focus and contrastive focus. Information focus is purely new information which satisfies the request of a question, whereas contrastive focus is new information which conveys a contrast or correction with respect to previous assertion. We will concentrate mainly on information focus, though sometimes we also pay attention to contrastive focus.
Following common practice, the informational focus of a sentence may be identified by means of question/answer pairs. The new information in the answer corresponding to the wh-expression in the question will constitute the focus, while the rest of the construction will be part of the old (given) information expressed in the topic part (Aboh 2010) . The traditional 'Top -Foc' partition explains the differences in terms of acceptability identified in (3-7).
The given nature of information is what describes topics, especially familiar topics. As stated above, this given information can occur in the sentence as topic or background information. We take the SC subject to be a topic when it conveys old information, corresponding to the argument that the content of the SC is about. However, the SC predicate may simply be background material. Yet we use the label 'Top' to cover both topics and background.
A further point about the status of the SC predicate is the classification of predicates in two groups, namely stage-level (SL) and individual-level (IL) predicates (Kratzer 1995 , Diesing 1992 . Stage-level predicates denote a temporary property of the subject, while individual-level predicates express a permanent property. This semantic distinction is crucially related to the information structure of SCs. According to Raposo & Uriagereka (1995) , individual-level predicates are predicated of a topic, whereas stage-level predicates are not (the latter is an all-focus construction, in the sense of Erteschik-Shir 1997). Jim enez-Fern andez (2012) has shown that stage-level constructions can further be divided into two, all-focus sentences (where there is a null topic) and topiccomment sentences. In the realm of SCs, this three-fold classification can be illustrated by examples in (10) and the corresponding information structures in (11) (3) there is only one possible answer (I consider Susan clever vs. *I consider clever Susan). This is accounted for by the English preference for topic and focus in situ in SCs, due to a purely phonological strategy.
Conversely, in languages like Spanish and Greek the order of constituents in SCs alternates between [DP XP] and [XP DP], but it seems that the reason to prefer one order or the other crucially depends on discourse factors. As regards Spanish, we assume Zubizarreta's (1998) and Ord oñez's (1998) claim that the element containing nuclear stress and, consequently, functioning as informational focus should appear last in the sentence. This explains why in (4) the preferred order is [XP DP], where the DP is the focus constituent and the predicate AP constitutes an embedded topic, while in (5) the reverse order is more felicitous to indicate that now the focus is the predicative AP and the topic is the embedded DP subject.
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Spanish and Greek also show a purely phonological recourse to mark the focus and the topic pieces of an utterance. Accordingly, if the nonfelicitous sentences above are assigned a proper intonation in an appropriate context, the degradation disappears. Thus, if we ask about the subject of the SC, the most felicitous answer follows the [XP DP] order and focus falls on the subject (see examples (4) and (6)). However, the pattern [DP XP] is also tolerated in such a context, but the subject has some kind of contrastive flavour, typical of contrastive focus.
9 Contrastive focus can be assigned either in the left periphery of the whole sentence or in situ, as is illustrated by examples (12A.a) and (12A.b), respectively (capitals are used to indicate contrastive focus):
(12) Q: ¿A qui en consideras muy listo? to whom consider-PRES.2SG very clever 'Who do you consider very clever?' 8 The word order alternation in SCs has been explored by Francom (2003) . She proposes that in Spanish Stowell's (1991) restructuring rule applies in the narrow syntax, as opposed to English. She also identifies discourse properties in SCs which are responsible for the rearrangement of word order. However, Francom's discussion focuses on the difference between sentences such as Ella encontr o confuso el informe 'She found confusing the report' (containing an SC) and Ella encontr o el informe confuso 'She found the report confusing' (showing ambiguity between an SC reading and a DP object reading). 9 For differences between the two types of focus, see E. Kiss (1998) . For a proposal that dispenses with this distinction see Kenesei (2006) , who claims that both contrastive and informational foci involve some sort of identification, which justifies the unitary approach to focus types. From the examples in (13) we can conclude that Spanish may allow for the pattern [DP XP] in the answer to a question about the SC subject, but only if the relevant DP subject is assigned contrastive focus in situ. Otherwise, the [XP DP] order is preferred. Similarly, Greek also instantiates the focus in-situ strategy, which again accounts for the correctness of the pattern [DP XP] with a focused DP in an answer to a question about the subject of an SC: (14) The discourse restriction in terms of the [topic -focus] order pattern is active in European Portuguese as well. It is important to emphasise that the topic part is identified as such via de-accenting, which is typical of topical elements (Costa 2010) .
Within the Slavic family, we also find Russian and Ukrainian which instantiate the information structure-based alternations in argument SCs we are studying. Consider the contrast between the sentences in (23) In this type of language, regardless of whether the SC subject is the focus, there is no reordering at all; otherwise the result is not acceptable. However, focus is again achieved by phonological devices, as in English.
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To conclude this section, it is safe to draw a classification of languages depending on whether information structure based rearrangement is possible. Type 1 includes languages such as English, French, German, Afrikaans and Norwegian, which resist reordering. Type 2 groups together languages such as Spanish, Greek, Italian, Portuguese, Serbo-Croatian, Russian and Ukrainian, which allow the kind of rearrangement under study.
3. The topic interpretation of the SC subject: some evidence 3.1. Topichood and definiteness/specificity effects In this section we provide evidence in favour of the topic nature of the postverbal constituent in argument SCs. In this connection, it is a well-10 Interestingly, in the evolution of Germanic languages the pattern [XP DP] is also well attested. As Christer Platzack (p.c.) points out to us, Older Swedish (roughly 1400-1700) usually had the small clause word order [DP XP] as in modern Swedish, English etc, but also occasionally had the order [XP DP], as in the following examples (with verbal SCs): (i) ok th€ adan saa iak nidhir fara eet lius [15th c.] and therefrom saw I down go a light (modern Swedish must have 'saw I a light go down') (ii) ta skal han l€ ata fara pr€ ast sin then shall he let go priest his (it must be 'let his priest go' in modern Swedish)
For more details about this structure from a historical point of view, see Platzack (1986 Leonetti 2004 Leonetti , 2008 Aguiar & Rodrigues 2008; Aboh 2010; Frascarelli 2007) . 12 Before proceeding any further, in order to get a better understanding of the Definiteness effects in SCs, we first present some general aspects on the notion of Definiteness in its relation to topics. Although this is an extremely controversial issue, a Definiteness/Specificity constraint on topics is attested in many languages. Aguiar & Rodrigues (2008) provide examples in English and Brazilian Portuguese which support the claim that topics are always definite/specific: (31) a. *A student, I will see at LSRL (Linguistic Symposium on Romance Languages). b. *Some/any/many student(s), I will see at LSRL. c. *Alguns/ nenhum/ muitos aluno(s), eu vou ver no LSRL. some/ no/ many student(s), I will see at.the LSLR 'I will see some/no/many student(s) at the LSLR.' However, it is also reported that at least in Brazilian Portuguese some quantified DPs can occur in topic position if they contain a restrictive modifying element, as in (32a) (see Aguiar 2007 for data and a theory of quantified expressions as topics in Brazilian Portuguese).
(32) a. Alguns/ nenhum/ muitos aluno(s) que voce orientou, some/ no/ many student(s) that you advise-PAST.2SG eu vou ver no LSRL. I will see at.the LSLR 'I will see some/no/many student(s) that you adviced at the LSRL.' b. Alguns/ nenhum/ muitos aluno(s) do Brasil, eu some/ no/ many student(s) of.the Brazil I vou ver no LSRL. will see at.the LSRL 'I will see some/no/many student(s) from Brazil at the LSRL.'
The explanation that Aguiar & Rodrigues (2008) offer is that definiteness is expressed in languages by a (non-)definite feature in the structure of DPs 11 Definiteness instantiates cross-linguistically in many ways: an article (English, Spanish), a suffix (Romanian), or even a prefix (Arabic). Some languages (Turkish) have been claimed to use case marking to distinguish between definiteness and indefiniteness (the distinction in Turkish is between specific and non specific, so that only specific objects, including indefinite specifics, are marked with accusative). Aljiovi c (2002) reports that in Serbo-Croatian a specific suffix is attached to prenominal adjectives to indicate the definiteness of the whole DP. Regarding all these possibilities, see Lyons (1999) .
12 Actually, some of the above mentioned linguists have established a close relation between the notions of specificity and discourse linking and presupposionality (Enc ß 1991). 13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45 and some DPs change this feature for different reasons. In particular, in the above examples the presence of the modifying phrases within the indefinite DPs forces a definite reading of the relevant quantified DPs (in the sense of Keenan and Stavi 1986) . 13 In our view, there is no need to postulate a change in the feature composition of DPs because some indefinites are ambiguous; hence both readings are possible (see below).
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Furthermore, an appropriate context may trigger a definite reading of indefinite DPs, which may support the idea of a coercing mechanism changing the definite feature of DPs. Examples in (33) Interestingly, the definite reading of indefinites is best viewed in light of the distinction between definite and specific (Suñer 2003 , Frascarelli 2007 , _ Is ßsever 2003 . Indefinites are ambiguous in that they can have a specific or non-specific reading. All the indefinite DPs which can qualify as topics are specific. The crucial feature, thus, is specificity. Hence, the examples in (33A') and (33A'') are predicted to be correct because the pre-posed indefinite topics are specific (Alexopoulou & Folli 2011) .
In Spanish there is also a general constraint on the specific/definite nature of topics to the effect that indefinite DPs are not generally picked up as topics, except if there is a trigger forcing a definite interpretation. This accounts for the marginal status of sentences such as (34) Costa & Figueiredo (2006) for the interaction of definiteness, givenness and quantification as being the actual precondition for topichood.
14 Some kind of contrast is felt in all the examples in (33), which is indicative that the moved constituent stands for a contrastive topic. See Moln ar (2006) for a recent treatment of contrast in its relation to other core functions of information structure such as topic and focus. A stronger claim is made by Bianchi & Frascarelli (2010) , who hold that dislocated topics of this type are always contrastive. (1991) , that is, the reference of the relevant DPs has to be somehow presupposed. This is also the conclusion arrived at by _ Is ßsever (2003) for Turkish, at least partially, since for him Turkish offers examples in which topics can also be realised by non specific elements. The definiteness/specificity constraint applies as well, meaning that indefinite topics are generally disallowed. They are only acceptable if the context allows them to be interpreted as specific. Thus, the corresponding 15 A contrastive reading of this sentence is also possible, implying a correction or contrast with respect to a previous assertion such as Os hab eis comido todos los bombones, ¿no? 'You have eaten all my chocolates, haven't you?'.
16 Kornfilt (2003) detects a connection between specificity and case in Turkish. She claims that specificity effects are not independent of other syntactic principles, such as the Condition on Extraction Domains. 17 In Spanish and Italian, we find instances of familiar topics (see above) that are not resumed by a topic. Note that it is just with familiar topics. Givenness and D-linking are the major properties of this type of topics. Clauses 19   1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45 Greek examples of (36) are grammatical, only when the topic is clitic doubled and specific: 18 (37) Q: pjos eface ta mila mu who-NOM eat-PAST.3SG the apples CL1-SG.GEN 'Who ate my apples?' Aa: *merika/kapia/pola efacae co some/ some/many-NEUT.PL.ACC eat-PAST.1SG I-NOM Aa': ?merika/ kapia/ pola ta some/ some/ many-NEUT.PL.ACC CL.3-NEUT.PL.ACC efacae co eat-PAST.1SG I-NOM 'Some, I ate.' Ab: *merika/ kapia/ pola mila some/ some/ many-NEUT.PL.ACC apple-PL.ACC efacae co eat-PAST.1SG I-NOM Ab': ?merika/ kapia/ pola mila ta some/ some/ many apple-PL.ACC CL3-NEUT.PL.ACC efacae co eat-PAST.1SG I-NOM 'Some apples, I ate.' Ac: *merika/ kapia/ pola apo ta mila some/ some/ many-NEUT.PL.ACC from the apple-PL.ACC su efacae co CL2-SG.GEN eat-PAST.1SG I-NOM Ac': merika/ kapia/ pola apo ta mila some/ some/ many-NEUT.PL.ACC from the apple-PL.ACC su ta efacae co CL2-SG.GEN CL3-NEUT.PL.ACC eat-PAST.1SG I-NOM 'Some of your apples, I ate.' However, specificity alone does not seem to be the only factor inducing topicality. Consider the following dialogue taking place in a tavern. A guy joins the party of other friends and he is asked whether he wants anything to drink: 18 In Spanish we may also have an indefinite DP such as algunos estudiantes 'some students' in CLLD. In this case, the dislocated DP it is interpreted as specific (Suñer 2003) , which means that these students either have been mentioned before or they are perfectly identified in context: (i) A algunos estudiantes los ver e en Leeds. to some students CL see-PRES.1SG in Leeds 'I'll see some students in Leeds.'
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The interpretation for this is that people in the conversation are aware of which students we are talking about. Note that P a 'to' for animate DP objects is inserted with a [+specific] reading (see below for discussion). In such a context, the indefinite ena uzaki 'an ouzo' is discourse prominent in the sense that you are expected to drink ouzo in a tavern (Kazazis & Pentheroudakis 1976 , Philippaki-Warburton 1987 . In order to account for such facts Anagnostopoulou & Giannakidou (1995) propose a discourse prominence condition based on D-linking alaPesetsky (1987). There is a lot of discussion in Greek literature about the nature of this discourse prominence, but it seems to be connected with a very loose notion of givenness, where given is defined in terms of linguistic or extralinguistic context or in terms of pragmatic conditions, etc. (see the discussion in the references above and in Anagnostopoulou 1994 , Androulakis 2001 . This givenness explains why a sentence such as (38A) is felicitous in the specific tavern context.
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To sum up, it seems that some interface conditions may have an influence on the specific interpretation of an indefinite DP. These interface conditions are D-Linking (either linguistic or contextual) and givenness. Candidates for topicality must contain the feature [+ specific].
In Spanish a connection is found between specificity and what has been called differential object marking. In this language the direct object is introduced by the preposition a if the relevant DP is interpreted as specific (Leonetti 2004 ). This explains the difference between the two sentences in (39) From the paradigm in (40) it follows that, at least in languages such as Spanish, specificity, topicality and the prepositional marker a are closely related in such a way that animate topics tend to be specific and prepositional.
The conclusion so far seems to be that candidates deemed as topics must be specific, either by nature or as a consequence of some linguistic or contextual strategy forcing a specific reading of indefinite DPs.
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The preceding remarks posit an intriguing question as far as the information structure of SCs is concerned: Does the syntax of SCs give rise to any specificity effects? Our immediate task is to explore the interplay between specificity and topichood in argument SCs. The basic idea is that topics should contain a [+specific] feature which entitles possible candidates as suitable to be topicalized. On the other hand, foci can either be specific or non specific. If this is on the right track, we should expect a possible non-specific focus in the SC subject position, but 20 See also Laca (1987) , who argues that in clitic left dislocation the preposition is always present regardless of its possible absence in their non-dislocated counterparts. 21 In principle, a special status should be kept for generic DPs. According to Zubizarreta (1998) and Moreno & P erez (2004) The data in (41-42) can be accommodated in terms of the topic -focus partition of the SC. The DPs muchos cubiertos 'many pieces of cutlery' and algunos asuntos 'some affairs' can be the subject of an SC only when they are interpreted as foci, as in (41b) and (42b), but their occurrence (with the intended topic interpretation) is circumscribed to the [AP DP] pattern. Note that the SC subject contains a [-specific] feature which does not favour a topic reading, explaining the anomaly of (41a) As is clear, with a specific subject both the patterns [DP AP] and [AP DP] are fully acceptable. The contrast between (41a) and (43a) indicates that the post-verbal slot is a topic position which can only be filled by a 22 The ungrammaticality/inappropriateness of these examples is crucially dependent on the non-specific interpretation of the SC subject. In languages such as Spanish indefinite DPs are ambiguous between a specific and a non-specific reading. If these DPs are interpreted as specific, the examples improve considerably since they can be topics (see note 19). Clauses 23   1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45 definite/specific DP. 23 Building on Leonetti's (2004) claim that personal a is only compatible with specific DPs, it is interesting to test the possible occurrence of (non)specific animate DPs in the topic position detected for the SC subject in the pattern [DP XP]. If topics are specific, and prepositional animate objects (and subjects) are specific, it is expected to find examples of SCs containing a prepositional animate subject, whereas non-prepositional animate subjects are predicted not to be licensed in the relevant sequence. The examples in (44) confirm this prediction:
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(44) a. Encuentro a la/ esta señora muy elegante.
find-PRES.1SG to the/ this lady very elegant 'I find the/this lady very elegant.' b. *Encuentro la/ esta señora muy elegante. find-PRES.1SG the/ this lady very elegante 'I find the/this lady very elegant.'
The contrast in (44) may receive a principled explanation only if the postverbal position is defined as a topic.
That the post-verbal position is reserved for a topic element is also evident from the following example from Greek.
(45) i epitropi heorise kapies/merikes ipohesis the committee consider-PAST.3SG some case-PL.ACC asafis unclear-FEM.PL.ACC 'The committee considered some cases unclear.'
Although constructions with indefinite SC subjects are grammatical/ felicitous when pronounced out of the blue, they are disallowed when the indefinite SC subject constitutes a topic. The only chance for an indefinite DP to function as the SC subject with a topic reading is when it is clearly specific (46Ab). 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45 Aa: *i epitropi heorise kapies/merikes the committee consider-PAST.3SG some ipohesis asafis case-PL.ACC unclear-FEM.PL.ACC 'Some cases, they considered them unclear.' Ab: i epitropi heorise kapies/merikes apo tis the committee consider-PAST.3SG some of the ipohesis asafis case-PL.ACC unclear-FEM.PL.ACC 'Some of the cases, they considered them unclear.'
As shown by the paradigm in (46), Greek also instantiates a clear preference for topics which are marked as [+specific] . This accounts for the difference between (46Aa) and (46Ab), where the specific DP kapies/merikes apo tis ipohesis 'some of the cases' is used and the topic reading is available.
Two other pieces of evidence for topichood
Additional support for the topic nature of the post-verbal element of argument SCs comes from contextual considerations. The following text has been extracted from a context where two twin girls are compared:
(47) Pero en el de Linda hab ıa una serenidad y una tranquilidad que contradec ıan con la vivacidad de su hermana y que realmente la hac ıan a ella m as atractiva. 'But in Linda's there was a serenity and a tranquillity which contradicted her sister's liveliness and which really made her more attractive.' Frascarelli (2007) claims that overt subjects in Romance are used only if they are topic or focus. In the context in (46) the information provided by the SC subject a ella is shared in the communicative environment; more strictly, the information provided by this constituent is given in discourse. Accordingly, it stands as a familiar topic, to use Frascarelli & Hinterh€ olzl's (2007) term. As such it cannot occur in final position, which is typically reserved for information focus, as (48) suggests:
(48) #… y que realmente la hac ıan m as atractiva a … and which really CL make-PAST.3PL more attractive to ella. her '… and which really made her more attractive.'
This unavailable reordering lends further support to our claim that the first SC constituent after the matrix verb is placed in a topic position.
Finally, we present a last piece of evidence which supports the topic nature of the post-verbal DP in SCs; namely, the interaction of floating quantifiers (FQs) and the discourse properties of the SC. Valmala (2008) 9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45 proposes that the reason why the FQ phenomenon exists is that there is a mismatch in the discourse features of the FQ and its associate. What this means is that for the possible combinations of topic marking, focus marking or no marking (hence neutral), it is only when the marking of the quantifier and its associate does not coincide that the dissociation is produced, inducing FQ. This explains the different combinations attested in Spanish, some of which are exemplified in (49): (49) a. Los estudiantes de f ısica creo que the students of physics think-PRES.1SG that TODOS consiguieron beca. all get-PAST.3PL grant b. LOS ESTUDIANTES DE F ISICA creo que consiguieron todos beca. c. Los estudiantes de f ısica creo que consiguieron todos BECA.
'I think that all students of physics got a grant.'
In (49a) the moved DP los estudiantes de f ısica 'the students of physics' is marked as a topic, whereas the FQ todos 'all' is marked as a contrastive focus. Conversely, in (49b) the moved DP is a contrastive focus, whereas the FQ is neutral. Moreover, in (49c) the moved DP has a topic function, and the stranded FQ is neutral. As stated above, the SC pattern [DP XP] reflects two possible discourse interpretations: i) the DP subject is a topic, and ii) the DP subject is an insitu contrastive focus. 24 In the light of Valmala's (2008) possible combinations of FQ and its associate, the prediction is that the DP is dissociated from the Q in SCs when each has a different discourse marking. This is confirmed by examples in (50), which illustrate the combination of a neutral FQ and a topic associate:
(50) a. Encuentro estos libros todos interesantes.
find-PRES.1SG these books all interesting 'I find all those books interesting.' b. Encuentro a los chicos todos muy traviesos.
find-PRES.1SG the boys all very naughty 'I find all the boys very naughty.' Turning into Greek, the examples in (51) shows a clear parallelism:
(51) Q: pja ine i cnomi su cja afta ta vivlia? what is the opinion CL2-SG.GEN for these the books? 'What do you think of these books?' 24 For the sake of completeness, we mention that this is the order with a neutral reading in wide scope cases. 26 Angel L. Jim enez-Fern andez & Vassilios Spyropoulos   1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45 Aa: afta ta vivlia ta heoro these the books CL3-NEUT.PL.ACC consider-1SG ola enðiaferonta. all-NEUT.PL.ACC interesting-NEUT.PL.ACC Ab: heoro ola afta ta vivlia consider-1SG all-NEUT.PL.ACC these the books enðiaferonta interesting-NEUT.PL.ACC Ac: ?*heoro afta ta vivlia ola consider-1SG these the books all-NEUT.PL.ACC enðiaferonta interesting-NEUT.PL.ACC Ac': heoro afta ta vivlia OLA consider-1SG these the books all-NEUT.PL.ACC enðiaferonta interesting-NEUT.PL.ACC 'I consider all these books interesting.' (51Aa) with clitic left dislocation and FQ in situ is the most preferred answer by far. FQ may be interpreted as neutral or focal. (51Ab) is also a felicitous answer, although less favoured and unnatural compared to (51Aa). Interestingly, splitting the FQ post-verbally (51Ac) gives a nonfelicitous answer, unless the FQ is contrastively focused (51Ac'). This verifies our claim that the DP has moved out of the VP due to its topic reading.
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However, when the associate is marked as a contrastive focus it cannot co-occur with the FQ. One plausible explanation lies in that the FQ in these contexts does not differ in its discourse marking from its associate. Accordingly, both FQ and associate are marked as contrastive foci; hence the split is barred, as justified in the examples in (52-53):
(52) a. *Encuentro ESTOS LIBROS TODOS interesantes find-PRES.1SG these books all interesting (no esos art ıculos).
(not those articles) 'I find all those books interesting (not those articles)'. b. *Encuentro A LOS CHICOS TODOS muy find-PRES.1SG to the boys all very traviesos (no a las chicas). naughty (not to the girls) 'I find all the boys very naughty (not the girls).' 25 However, the fact that splitting a neutral FQ in (50Ac) also gives a non-felicitous answer may indicate that the DP is conceived somehow as neutral. We have no explanation of this fact at the moment. The only difference is that, when the FQ is left behind, it has to be interpreted either as neutral or as topic depending on the context. These facts indicate that the DP with the contrastive focus reading has moved out the SC constituent, perhaps to a position in the VP, in order to satisfy a [focus] feature. Moreover, the fact that the FQ is not part of the CF gives further credit to the dissociation property of the SC DP-subject and its FQ.
As a conclusion, the [topic -focus] partition can accommodate all the data that we have discussed in this section. The specificity constraint on the SC subject supports the topic nature of this constituent. Moreover, the distribution of FQs lends further credit to our proposal that the SC subject may be an embedded topic. In this section we propose that the word order differences identified in SCs can be accounted for in a principled way if the behaviour of phasal v in a specific language is parallel to that of C. Miyagawa (2005 Miyagawa ( , 2010 holds that C enters the Lexicon with discourse features (d-features), which may be inherited by T depending on the relevant language. We take a step further and claim that a similar behaviour is detected in the vP-area. This syntactic strategy is also subject to parametric variation. In our system, English is thus predicted not to allow for rearrangement in SCs, whereas Spanish and Greek are expected to permit such reordering. The permutations detected in such languages are crucially contingent upon the discourse properties of SCs. By combining the inherited d-feature and an edge feature (EF), V attracts the SC topic part to spec-VP, be it the subject or the predicate, hence accounting for the reordering of subject and predicate.
There have been many competing analyses of SCs proposed (Stowell 1981 , Kitagawa 1985 , Aarts 1992 , Bowers 1993 , Den Dikken 2006 , Citko 2008 , 2011 see also Jim enez-Fern andez 2000 , 2002 , forthcoming for Spanish and Spyropoulos 1998 and Tsokoglou 1997 . Assuming that SCs are not fully fledged sentences, 27 we will deduce that they do not contain either a C or the corresponding Topic and Focus categories identified in the CP-system by the cartographic studies. 28 This leaves the possibility of detecting discourse positions at a lower zone, as Belletti (2004), Aboh (2007) and Zubizarreta (2010) propose. Claiming that concrete discourse categories will account for discourse movement is far beyond Economy Principles. However, given the discourse interpretation of the members of SCs in 27 We assume that SC structure includes a functional projection F (much in line with Cinque 1990 and Haegeman 2010) above the projection of the category that functions as the predicate, the exact content of which is not clear. For the possibility of including other functional categories in the structure of SCs, see Jim enez-Fern andez (2000) , who claims that SCs project an Aspectual Phrase; Bowers (1993 Bowers ( , 2001 , who posits a Predicate Phrase above the SC; Starke (1995) , who holds that SCs are full clauses and hence project a CP. For reasons of space we cannot discuss the different proposals and remain neutral with respect to the exact status of the functional spine of SCs. Thus SCs are analysed here as FPs (functional projections). However, we note that SCs are reduced clauses, and hence lack a CP. One of the main motivations for this is that CP is in charge of endowing clauses with illocutionary force, thereby typing clauses as declarative, interrogative, exclamative, etc. It is obvious that SCs do not convey any force since they cannot be described as declarative, interrogative, etc. From this it follows that SCs are not CPs.
With respect to our theory of SCs, there have been two main lines of research of SC within generative grammar. For some linguists (all the above-mentioned authors), SCs are syntactic units of some kind. For other linguists, such as Williams (1983 et seq.) and Rothstein (1985) , the predicate of the SC is predicated of its subject constituent, and hence these two elements need not constitute a constituent. This is known as the Predication Theory (Williams 1980) . We take the first line of research as superior. Again, lack of space precludes a thorough discussion of this point here, but one of the arguments against the predication theory is, in our view, that if argument SCs do not constitute a syntactic unit, there is no possible way to distinguish between argument SCs and adjunct SCs (secondary predicates).
28 See Erteschik-Shir (2006) and Neeleman & van de Koot (2008) for arguments against Rizzi's (1997 Rizzi's ( , 2004 idea that Focus and Topic are heads that project their own phrases. Also, Gill & Tsoulas (2004) provide an extensive study of discourse effects in the clause without specific discourse-related categories at the edge of phases. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45 some languages, we propose that the matrix vP-area in those languages is responsible for the interpretation of embedded constituents as topic or focus. The syntactic configuration for argument SCs and its projection into the matrix vP phase is as follows: From the strict parallelism between the C-T and v-V systems it follows that feature inheritance also takes place in the lower phasal v. This basically corresponds to a parametric variation among languages, in that if the language is agreement prominent, it highlights the φ-features in the v-V system; but if the language is discourse prominent, it emphasizes its discourse features. This is in clear analogy with the C-T system, and, in line with Jim enez (forthcoming), the prediction is that those languages highlighting agreement features in C-T also give prominence to agreement features in v-V. On the contrary, if the language puts a special emphasis on discourse features in C-T, it will also give priority to discourse features in v-V. This proposal will explain the different behaviour of English and Spanish/Greek. Starting with English, the SC in (56) will show the partial derivation in (57), where we concentrate just on the SC region:
(56) I find these books interesting.
30
Angel L. Jim enez-Fern andez & Vassilios Spyropoulos   1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44 The first issue in this derivation is that little v comes from the Lexicon with agreement features, [u-pers] and [u-num] to be more precise. These φ-features percolate down to V in English and they will work in conjunction with the edge feature (EF) under V, so that V will probe a suitable Goal. In its search, V finds the SC DP subject. Via AGREE the unvalued features of V are assigned the values [3-pers] and [pl-num] and the EF will attract the agreed-with category to Spec-VP. Given that V is subsequently raised to v in English, the whole derivational process proposed accounts for the order [DP XP] in the SC. 29 At the point of the vP phase's transfer into the semantic and phonological components the non-interpretable features under V are deleted.
If discourse features are not given prominence in English, the same pattern [DP XP] is predicted to fulfil the discourse needs in the SC. In terms of the topic -focus partition, sentence (56) maybe used as an answer for either (58) or (59): (58) Q: What do you find so interesting?
A: I find these books very interesting.
(59) Q: How do you find these books? A: I find these books very interesting.
In the absence of any syntactic device to establish a difference between topics and foci, it is the phonological component that will provide the necessary tools to do so. More precisely, if the embedded topic is a 29 Note that raising the SC subject to Spec-VP can be traced back to Postal's (1974) subject-to-object raising in ECM constructions. Recently, Chomsky (2008) has stuck to Postal's original idea of raising. See also Lasnik & Saito (1992) , Lasnik (1999 et seq.) and Hong & Lasnik (2010) . 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45 Familiar Topic, as we have proposed, the phonological strategy that English uses is de-stressing (Frascarelli & Hinterh€ olzl 2007) .
The other type of language that our proposal predicts is illustrated by Spanish and Greek, in which the rearrangement of the SC members depends on their discourse functions. To exemplify this discourse-related reordering, the derivations of (60) (61) If Spanish and Greek are both agreement prominent and discourse prominent, it is because the two types of grammatical features at issue are given special prominence. Implementing Miyagawa's (2010) system, this implies that both φ-features and d-features are inherited by V, which parallels the behaviour of the C-T system in Spanish, a welcome result. In (62) the EF works in tandem with all the inflectional features under V. If this is right, just by probing one single constituent the unvalued features will be assigned the values of the Goal, which in this case is the SC subject, thereby being attracted to the edge of VP.
By contrast, in (63) there is a dissociation of features, in such a way that the EF must work in conjunction with just the unvalued d-feature, which explains why when the SC predicate constitutes background information it is this constituent that is moved to the edge of VP, accounting for the preferred order [XP DP] in the relevant contextual situation. 31 Evidence that the [XP DP] order is a derived one in Spanishcontra Groos & Bok-Bennema (1985) -comes from binding effects. Building on Ordoñez (1998) and Demonte (1995) works, binding effects are obtained in SCs only if it is accepted that XP is moved to the left of DP, so that [XP DP] is not a basic order: 31 Note that the type of discourse feature at issue corresponds to a familiar topic feature. Our analysis of familiar topics takes from Frascarelli & Hinterh€ olzl (2007) the idea that they move to some position in the periphery, but it departs from their proposal in that they move to a designated FamP. Instead, familiar topics in Spanish and Greek move to Spec-VP after a specific d-feature is inherited by V.
It should also be clear that the topic feature that we postulate in the VP area can either be satisfied by a topic proper or by background information. The latter is the case when the SC predicate moves to leave the subject in focus position, after Zubizarreta (1998) . In this respect, the SC predicate conveys familiar information which is shared by all participants. It is not a topic in the sense of Reinhart (1981 The reading of (64b) in which the pronoun su 'his/her' is interpreted as referring to each of the children is possible if the SC subject c-commands the pronoun. This implies that, originally, the SC predicate interesado en su juego 'interested in his/her game' is generated below the SC subject and then moves up to the matrix VP-area leaving a null copy behind. The same situation holds in Greek too:
(65) a. o nikos j heori to jani i perifano cja the Nikos-NOM consider-3SG the John-ACC proud for ton eafto tu i/*j himself b. o nikos j heori perifano cja ton eafto tu i/*j to the Nikos-NOM consider-3SG proud for himself the jani i John-ACC 'Nikos considers John proud of himself.'
The final question that arises in our discussion is, what about the φ-feature valuation? The dissociation of the features allows them to work separately from the d-features; thus the φ-features inherited by V probe the SC subject as a suitable goal. Since these features are not associated with the EF of V, they are valued via long-distance Agree with the SC subject.
Summary and concluding remarks
We have proposed a twofold typology of languages, based on the syntax/ discourse properties of SCs: English/French vs. Spanish/Greek. Unlike languages of the English/French type, in which the order of the SC constituents is fixed irrespective of the discourse properties, languages of the Spanish/Greek type allow for constituent order rearrangements depending on the discourse properties. These constituent order rearrangements and their corresponding discourse properties are the following:
(i) DP is neutral and XP is focus: [DP XP] order (no movement of either member is involved) (ii) DP is topic and XP is focus: [DP XP] order (movement of DP to Spec-VP) (iii) Contrastive Focus on DP: any order may be used. (iv) Contrastive Focus on XP: any order may be used. order, but the DP is right-dislocated and a clitic is used.
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